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From: The North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association

P.O. Box 6465 OF F; i@i@ L Co Py

Raleigh, NC 27628

Re: Letter in Lieu of Formal Comments on North Carolina Advanced Energy’s

Proposal
(Docket Nos. E-2, Sub 1023 & E-7, Sub 1026)

Honorable Clerk and Commissioners:

In their most recent base rate cases, Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC (“Duke”) and
Duke Energy Progress, Inc. (“Progress”) were ordered to distribute an aggregate $30
million for the benefit of ratepayers. On 31 October 2013, North Carolina Advanced
Energy (“NCAE”) filed a request seeking to have $3 million of the aggregate $30 million
allocated to fund grants for the installation of rooftop solar facilities on low-income
housing built by Habitat for Humanity and the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency.
On 8 November 2013, North Carolina Sustainable Energy Association (“NCSEA”) filed
a letter supporting NCAE’s proposal. On 15 November 2013, Duke and Progress
indicated in a filing that (a) they do not agree with NCAE’s request but (b) if the
Commission approves NCAFE’s request, the Commission should only approve it in part
and limit the allocation of funds to $1 million of the aggregate $30 million. On 25
November 2013, the Commission issued an order permitting intervenors such as NCSEA
to file comments on Duke’s and Progress® proposals for distribution of the $30 million
and on NCAE’s request. NCSEA submits this letter in lieu of more formal comments.

NCSEA hereby reiterates its support for NCAE’s proposal with the following
clarification: NCAE’s request should be granted with no less than $1 million of the
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aggregate $30 million being allocated to fund grants for the installation of rooftop solar
facilities on low-income housing.

NCSEA’s support is based on the following:

Duke and Progress (collectively “Duke Energy”) have represented that they are
committed to providing solar options to their customers, including presumably their low-
income customers. Duke Energy states on its website: |

We are involved in solar energy in a number of ways [including, for

example, the SunSense program and the Green Source Rider] . . .. These

efforts are a good start, but there is more to do. Our customers want more

renewable energy choices, and we are committed to providing those in an

affordable and reliable way. We look forward to an opportunity to work

with North Carolina leaders to make solar policies fair for all customers,

encourage the use of solar energy and help us bring jobs to North

Carolina.!
At the same time Duke Energy is making such representations, it is taking/preparing to
take steps that will discourage the near-term use of rooftop solar in North Carolina. Duke
Energy is taking/preparing to take these steps based on an irrational fear that rooftop solar
will explode in North Carolina, where third party sales are “not allow[ed,] as it has in
jurisdictions like California, Colorado, and Arizona where third party sales are allowed.
By requiring Duke Energy to fund NCAE’s proposal, the Commission would essentially
be saying to Duke Energy, “We’re not going to let you say you’re for solar and for giving

your customers — including your low-income customers — choices, if you’re not actually

taking steps to back up your messaging.” In short, by requiring Duke Energy to fund
NCAE’s proposal, the Commission has an opportunity on the rooftop solar front to direct

Duke Energy to “put its money where its mouth is.”

! Frequently Asked Questions - North Carolina, “Does Duke Energy provide solar energy
to its customers?” (accessed on 4 January 2014 at http://www.duke-
energy.com/pdfs/FAQs_10.21.pdf) (copy attached as Exhibit A).

2 “Third-party sales occur when a non-utility owner of a solar facility sells electr1c1ty
directly to a retail customer, whether it’s a homeowner, business or industry. North
Carolina does not allow third-party sales of electricity and neither do several other
jurisdictions.” Frequently Asked Questions - North Carolina, “What are third-party solar
sales?” (accessed on 4 January 2014 at http://www.duke-
energy.com/pdfs/FAQs_10.21.pdf) (copy attached as Exhibit A).




Duke Energy fears an explosion of rooftop solar in North Carolina. Right now,
however, it need not fear rooftop solar in general or NCAE’s proposal in particular. To
understand why, it is important to put rooftop solar in perspective. Duke Energy has over
3 million customers in North Carolina.® Duke Energy indicates on its website that “[w]e
have about 1,000 customers using rooftop solar panels in the state.”® Recent Duke
Energy data responses confirm the website statement. See Exhibit B attached hereto.
Consequently, a miniscule 0.00033% of Duke Energy’s North Carolina customers are
currently using rooftop solar. Going forward, Duke Energy expects about 6,000
additional customers will be using net-metered rooftop solar by the end of 2017. See
Exhibit C attached hereto. Thus, assuming Duke Energy’s customer numbers stay the
same and do not increase, Duke Energy currently expects that a similarly miniscule
0.0023% of its customers will be using net-metered rooftop solar by the end of 2017. If
Duke Energy’s customer numbers increase, as they are likely to, then the 2017
- percentage becomes even smaller. Consequently, Duke Energy is very different from
California, Colorado, and Arizona.” Duke Energy does not face a West Coast-style
explosion of rooftop solar.

Despite the miniscule percentages of Duke Energy customers currently using
rooftop or expected to use rooftop solar through 2017, those customers who are in a

position to use rooftop solar often pay lower overall electricity-related bills each month.

3 North Carolina’s Public Utility Infrastructure & Regulatory Climate Presented by
North Carolina Utilities Commission, slide 16 (July 2013) (accessed on 4 January 2014 at
http://www.ncuc.net/overview/Overview.pdf).

* Frequently Asked Questions - North Carolina, “How much solar is currently in place in
North  Carolina?” (accessed on 4 January 2014 at  http:/www.duke-
energy.com/pdfs/FAQs_10.21.pdf) (copy attached as Exhibit A).

> By way of comparison, in 2010 — several years before the rooftop solar markets really
exploded in California, Colorado, and Arizona — California already had 86,495 net-
metering customers, Colorado had 9,776 net-metering customers, and Arizona had 8,559
net-metering customers. Participation in electric net-metering programs increased
sharply in recent years, U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) (15 May 2012)
(accessed on 7 January 2014 at hitp://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=6270#)
(copy attached as Exhibit F). By summer 2013, the number of net-metered systems in
Arizona exploded to over 16,000. Trabish, Herman K., “APS Responds to Sunrun CEO
Ed Fenster on Net Metering” (17 June 2013) (accessed on 7 January 2014 at
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/APS-Responds-to-Sunruns-CEO-Ed-
Fenster-on-Net-Metering).




Unfortunately, the number of low-income customer-adopters is negligible to non-
existent® because low-income customers frequently do not have the financial resources to
pay for systems, nor do they have the tax liabilities necessary to make use of tax credits
that can help make systems more affordable. However, as NCAE wrote in its 31 October
2013 filing, funding its proposal would “extend the promise of roof top solar and the
corresponding lower electric bills to North Carolina citizens whose incomes and financial
assets are too low for them to even consider its possibility under present opportunities”
(p. 3). Similarly, ElectriCities, in its 1 November 2013 letter of support, wrote:
“ElectriCities believes that this targeted approach to install roof top solar panels on newly
built Habitat homes and multi-family Supportive Homes will have a direct and positive
impact on lowering electric bills to the individuals involved” (p. 1).

Directing Duke Energy to “put its money where its mouth is,” would be
particularly fitting in this instance because Duke Energy is among the subset of electric
utilities in the country that are now using “reverse Robin Hood” messaging — i.e.,
communicating that rooftop solar is currently unfair because low-income customers are
not in a position to adopt solar but higher-income customers are and these higher-income

customers are essentially “‘robbing the poor’ to pay for [their] fancy solar systems.”7 In

6 See Motivations and Behaviors of Solar PV and Geothermal System Owners in North
Carolina, UNC Kenan-Flagler Business School and NCSEA (December 2013) (accessed
on 4 January 2014 at
http://energync.org/assets/files/Solar%20PV %20and%20Geothermal %20System%200w
erns%20Report-FINAL%20(2).pdf).

7 Burr, Michael T., “Frontlines,” Public Utilities Fortnightly (July 2013) (copy attached
as Exhibit D); see Net Energy Metering and Solar Power — North Carolina (accessed on
6 January 2014 at http://www.duke-energy.com/pdfs/NetMetering_10.17.pdf) (a subtle
example of Duke Energy’s “reverse Robin Hood” messaging) and Newton, Paul, “Duke
Energy in North Carolina,” slides 1, 13, Joint Legislative Commission on Energy Policy
(7 January 2014) (accessed on 8 January 2014 at
http://www.ncleg.net/documentsites/committees/BCCI-6576/4%020-
%20Jan.%207,%202014/Presentations%20and%20Handouts/3%20-%20Newton%20-
%20Duke%20Energy%200verview.pdf) (copies attached as Exhibit E). By using this
messaging and advocating for changes to the net-metering rules, Duke Energy is really
just pushing a solution in search of a problem — especially given the current and expected
number of net-metering customers in their service area. As the Commission has noted:
“[CJross-subsidies exist throughout utility tariffs in support of various State policies . . .
[where] the Commission has determined that certain policy benefits outweigh the cost of




other words, Duke Energy is painting itself as a champion of its low-income customers.
And yet, here, where Duke Energy has an opportunity to offer some of its low-income
customers a solar choice, it is balking. NCAE’s proposal would put low-income
customers in a position to adopt solar and it would do it now and, because these are
shareholder funds, it would do it without all the analyses that will become necessary if
the proposal is somehow run through SunSense or the DEP Collaborative as Duke
Energy suggests.

Finally, there are at least two intangible but very real benefits that will likely inure
to North Carolina ratepayers as a result of funding of NCAE’s proposal, both of which
would have a “value multiplier effect.” First, through Duke Energy’s study of its
residential SunSense systems® and its study of the systems used to serve its Green Source
Rider,” Duke Energy has cultivated and/or will cultivate a knowledge base that enables it
to better understand and operate its grid for its ratepayers’ benefit. Studying any systems
installed under NCAE’s proposal will yield similar but distinct knowledge that will
likewise help Duke Energy better understand and operate its grid. Second, and perhaps
more importantly, funding NCAE’s proposal could leverage additional funds in non-

Duke Energy service areas that would help increase the number of low-income customers

cross-subsidies.” Order Amending Net Metering Policy, p. 11 n. 3, Commission Docket
No. E-100, Sub 83 (31 March 2009). Duke Energy has not quantified the “subsidy”
being received by the 1000 or so current net-metering customers, nor the per-customer
cost of the “subsidy” to its non-net-metering customers, nor has it identified why
eliminating this “subsidy” is more critical than eliminating, for example, the subsidy of
rural customers by urban customers, the subsidy of opted-out customers by other
customers under Progress’ Distribution System Demand Response program, the subsidy
of low-income customers by higher-income customers under Duke Energy’s non-cost-
effective low-income DSM/EE programs. The Commission is well aware that achieving
fairness in rates requires a holistic balancing approach, not the myopic “whack-a-mole”
approach Duke Energy is indicating it will pursue to address the exaggerated “reverse
Robin Hood” problem it is messaging about.

¥ See, e.g, Tramscript of Testimony Volume 1 (Heard September 17, 2013), p. 46,
Commission Docket No. E-2, Sub 1032 (25 September 2013) (Progress Witness Byrd
testified that the SunSense program “provides the Company valuable insights”).

® See, e.g., Staff Conference Transcript for December 16, 2013, pp. 28-29, Commission
Docket No. M-1, Sub 7 (2 January 2014) (regarding the Green Source Rider, Duke
attorney Castle and Public Staff attorney Dodge both represented to the Commission that
the pilot was designed as it was, at least in part, to better enable “study” and derivation of
“meaningful information”).



in our State who realize bill savings. ElectriCities, in its 1 November 2013 letter of
support, wrote: “While [funding NCAE’s request] may be limited to the service areas of
DEP and DEC, we believe that a certain number of our member cities would look
favorably upon this way of helping some of their less fortunate customers and,
consequently, participate with Advanced Energy, NCHFA, and the Habitat organizations
in their own service territories” (p. 1). Thus, there is reason to believe Commission
funding of NCAE’s proposal will bring other “force multiplier” funds to bear that will
magnify the beneficial impact of NCAE’s program to low-income electric customers in
the State.

For the foregoing reasons, NCSEA reiterates its support for NCAE’s proposal and
requests that NCAE’s proposal be funded with no less than $1 million of the aggregate
$30 million.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that all persons on the docket service list have been served true
and accurate copies of the foregoing Letter by hand delivery, first class mail deposited in
the U.S. mail, postage pre-paid, or by email transmission with the party’s consent.

This the ) day of January, 2014.

Michael D. Youth
Counsel for NCSEA ¢ #
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P.O. Box 6465
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